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This brief, nontechnical summary of five major . .
evaluation reports is divided into‘four sections: *1. Pupil

Achievement Characteristics: "Metropolitan Achievément Test (MAT)",
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1968-1973; 3. The Parental Component in Follow Through; and 4.
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performance in the spring of 1973 is better than non-Follow Through
performance Ain kindergartenp and first grade, and that the Bank Street
and $ehévior Analysis models show consistently higher performance at

all grade levels. Quasilongitudinal analyses indicate a positive

effect of combined maximua exposure and Head Start or eguivalent
experience, patticularly in the Behavior Analysis and Bank Street

"models. Pupil and teacher retention rates continue to be relatively

high (60~70 percent for pupils; slightly more than 60 percent fof

7, teachers), and the parent involvement component continues to be a
priority area. Supportive services data ‘indicate that medical -
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services are most uniformly provided/for; psychological services the .
least so. However, in almost all cases services extend well beyond
those provided by -the school district. (Author/Cs) . ..
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ABSTRACT

This isra brief, non-technical summary of five major evaludtion

. reports on the Follow Through Program in Philadelphia, 1972-1973.

Achievement data from a cross-sectional viewpoint indicate thdt

.

total Follow Through performance in the Spring of 1973, is better . -

*

than non-Fallow Through ﬁerformance in kindergarten and first grade,

>

armd that the Bank Street and Behavior Analysis models show consistently ¢
’ 1

P

“ higher performance at all grade levels, Quasi-longitudinal analyses

indicate a positive effect of combined maximum exposure and Head Start

or equivalent experience, particularl} in the Behavior Analysis and

Bank Street models. Although longitudinal analyses generallv indicate

0

that 1973 scores tend to bhe lower than 1972 scofes, the Bank Street
v . . .
and Behavior Analysis models again show consistently higher performance r~

thag the other models.\

.

Pupil and teacher retention rates continue to be relatively
high $60-70% for pupils; slightly more than 60% for teachéfs), over

the first five years of thé program, 1968-1973.

P

The parent involvement component continues to be a priority

= area and only 1/18 schools was unable to establish a workable PAC.
v .

Suppoftive services data indicate that medical services are most
_uniformly provided for; psychological sgrvices the least so. However, in

almost all cases services extend well beyond those provided by the

School District.
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N SUMMARY OF FIVE MAJOR .
EVALUATION RFPORTS -
ON THE )
FOLLOW THROUGH PROGRAM
IN PHILADELPHTA
1972-1973

INTRODUCTION

g

The local evaluatidn staff prepared five major evaluation

Al

reports on the Follow THrougﬁ Program in Philadelphia for the year

1972-1973. This is a brief, non-technical gummary of those documents

a——

A
?1isting attached), focusing on the principal findings documented

in the larger reports.

The summary is divided into four sections: I. Pupfl
Achievement Characteristics: Metropdlitan Achievement Test (MAT),

b
Spring, 1973, 1II. Continuance and Transience Among Teachers and

Pupils 1968~1973, 1II1. The Parental Component in Follow Through,

and IV. Supportive Services in Follow Through.
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I. PUPIL ACHIEVEMENT CHARACTERISTICS:
METROPOLITAN ACHIEVIMENT TEST (MAT), SPRING 1973

‘ >

The findings of this section are based on an analysis of program

performance on the MAT administered by Stanford Research Institute

(SRI) in the Spring of 1973 as part of the National Follow Through

Evaluation, City-wide ‘test data were not available for this school
v -* *

year, due to the decision to eliminate the usual testing because of

»

the 3 month teachef's strike.

Kindergarten: Primer

’ First Grade : MAT Primary I (MAT-I) *
Second Grade: MAT Primary II (MAT-II) '

Third Grade : MAT Elementary (MAT-E) -

The data were examined from:

2 A) a croSsiifffjijjégyoint of view, comparing:
1) Spring, 1973 performance in Follow Through with

aeproximately an equal number of Follow Through classes

b

in the city (selected for the National .evaluation design),

A
2)° Spring, 1972 Follow Through performance with

Spring, 1973 Follow Through performance

v

J
B) a quasi-longitudinal point of view, comparing:

1) the total cross-sectional group tested
V4

in Spring, 1973 by model and grade with those children who

received thé maximum geeirablé exposure to -the model,

>
’
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i.e, kindergarten, one year, first grade, two years etc., !

.

and taking previous Head Start or equivalent experience
into account,

2)\ the percentage of pupils scoring above the 50th

percentile and below the 16th percentile in terms of ex-

Y
posure and previous Head Start or equivalent experience .z N

’

effetts.
é longitudinal point of view, comparing identical pupil

. performance in the Spring of 1972, with their 1973 per-

formance based on a locally developed longitudinal data

file. ..

5
-

A. A Cross-sectionmal View: Pupil Achievement Characteristics
(Spring 1973 - Metropolitan Achievement Test)

1)y

2)

I

L

Comparison of all Groups in Terms of Mean MAT
Standard Score Differencés in Spring, 1973

<

The total Follow Through program achieved higher mean

.standard scores than the total Non-Follow Through grouping

in all three kindergarten test areas; in four of the five
first grade areas (all except Word Analysis); in all four

of the Math areas of second grade; and in two of the four

Math areas in third grade. .In addition, the Bank Street:
) , .

and Behavior Analysis models were usually significantly

higher -than the comparison group, in most test areas

acrgss all Aour ‘grades (K-3). - 2

‘Comparison of Spring 1973 Pérformance with

Spring 1972 Performance

~' t
‘In-grades K-2 the Total Program, and especially the Bank

. -

. i R )
Street and Behavior Analysis models glve evidence of almost uniformly

° ~
o,

“higher performance across all'test areas. Grade 3 results, however,

Iy
¢

- , . ) _3_ .
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seem to indicate a ‘need for further program refinements.
?

B. A Quasi-Longitudinal View: Pupil Achievement (Spring, 1973 MAT)
Related to Length of Exposure to the Program and Head Star¢
or Equivalent Expericunce : ;

. . £

The total cross-sectional group tested in Spring, 1973 was

cémpared by model and;grade level in Total Reading and Total Mathematics
/ ~ .
with those children who received the maximunt desirable exposure «

<

to the model, with Head Start experience (Max HS) or without Head

Start experience (Max NHS) taken into account

Pt ]

In general, the findings indicate that maximum exposure to the

model with previous Head Start experience (Max HS) tends to produce

»
9 i

AN '
higher achievement across all models, particularly at the kindergarten
and first g;adé levels. The Bank Street and Behavior Analysis models

a}gé show consistently'highef performance when their maximum exposure
. ' ";‘
groups at each grade level are compared with the Total Follow Through

maximum exposure groups at these grade leyels. Outstanding differences

in favor of these two models occur in first grade Reading.

As a further #ndicator of overali’performance, the percentage of
pupils scoring above the 50th percentile and°below the l6th percentile
in Total Reading énd Total Mathematics was examined. ATbe general
trend indicates a decrease in percentages above the 50th percentile
from kindergarten‘to third grade, and conversglv an increase in
geréentageé.below tﬁe 16th percentile. omparisons were alsb made
between the ma%imum e;posﬁrf groups (Max}.fﬁreach model and the ,
one-year~less than maximum e%posure groups %ﬁax-l}. Overall, the

v : o -

v 2 4
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findihgs indicate that the Max groups perform better than the Max-1

groups in both Reading and Mathematics.

g

‘' 14

C. A Longitudinal View: »3pring 1572, Performance Compared with °

Spring 1973 Performance (MAT) i R
\ ) . . .- - . ’
. . - & , ..
\) . ’ 4 - -,
{ N . kS
/) The longitudinal: analysis indicaté$ that 1973 mean MAT scores

for both Total Reading and Total Math are geperally lower Ehan 1972
g « .

scores. However, the Bank Street and.Behavjor Analysis models show
’ -

both increases.in percentage of pupils above the 50th verceatile and
" decreases in percentage of pupils below-the 16th percentile.

af

4 ..

Comparisons between Max -and Max~1 groups:ingicate that the Max
. L) 3
exposure group exceeds the performance of the Max-1 group in all
. models in either Total Reading or Total Math, and ‘in most -cases in‘

‘ }
' ' both areas. , .
K ™~

. N

: Regression analyses of Total Reading and Total Mathematics

pefformance in second and third grades in 1973, as compared with

.
’

" first and second grade performance respect&vely in 1972, again

iﬁdicate superior ‘performance by the Bank Street and Behavior Analysis

*+ models., C o ’
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T1. CONTINUANCE AND TRANSIENCF AMONG TEACHERS AND PUPILS TN.TPE ¢
FOLLOW THROUGH PROGRAM, 1968-1973.
. ...

)

A)

The followin§ data represent the c¢urrvent update of a study, originaly,
o i » s

re*ested by the Office of Fducation, designed to determiné the incidence

o

. }
of teacher-and pupil cdntinuance and transience in the Follow Through

program inPhiladelphia. .

. a) Teacher Continuance:

0f the 306 téqchers assigned during the program's first

four years, 225 (74%) remained until the end of the 1971-1972 school

\}ear, while 232 (62%) of the 373 teachers assigned over the five-year
{beriod, 1968-1973, continued in the program through the end of the
*1972-1973 school year. Sixty-five percent, however, of the teachers

remained since assigned during the second four year period, 1969-1970

kY -

- .

to 1972-1973. ‘ : :

b) Pupil Continuancey

A total of 10,380 pupils have been {dentified as having

: at'leasf_five months . ,exposure over the five years-ef the program's
, . . 4 e S
.. existence. Approximately 70% of all pupils who entered in 1968-1969;

~

1969;1970, and 1970-1971 continued through ;972, and 65% of all children ’

. who entered in 1969-1970, '1970-1971, and '1971-1972 remained through 1973,

Students with documented Head Start or equivalent preschog}«experience

v

*” continued at a rate higher by three to seven percentage points.
. , LY

as -

.
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. »
get PAC "off the ground". The other schools have been successful in re- '
cruiting, on the average, 15 regular PAC meﬁbers, and approximately 25 \
parents attend monthly open PAC meetings at each schooiz. In general,- PAC ¢

‘ditional barriers to the ultimate benefit of the childftn. it has also

~

. .
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II1. THE PARFNTAL COMPONENT IN ‘FOLLOW THROUGH * . o

»

. T
f ™

To secure information on the level of patent involvement in the

program, 17/18 PAC chajrmen werb~personall§ interviewed. One PAC chair- :
’ N ¢ ‘ A = " \
man had left the prdkraqﬁand the exaIpatipg staff was unable to reach her. '
. . - S A ' by
The 1interview itself centeﬂed around! the chairmen's pprceptions éf?the
S5 SRR N v ‘ S

purpose of PAC; its influence as a hodﬁ #n school-trelated mgtters; prob-

<

lems in implemefttation and the relative ac@ompiiqhmehts of PAC. .

—
o

-

The major findings indivate that only 1/18 séﬁopls was unable to

has been able to draw more parents into the gchools, improve communication

- = { .
between the schools and their respective communities, and break down tra-

LS

been able to fluence the attitudes of school staff towards par?ng in-

volvement and model implementatian, iﬁfluence schookt policy particularly

in the areas of staff selection and budget preparation and link up with
- -" o T

N N

community groups in an effort to impro the environment.

©
¥

The main barriers to the parental compo?ent have been the atti&udes . R ’
éé some school staf{ and principals, apnd the diff}culty in motivating o ‘
pa;ents to getfinyolved. However, Follow %hroughyhas given parents the : ' v
feeling that they h;ve some ihﬁluence over their child}en's educat;on .

. ’ . <
and that they have a right to this. Parents have become more aware of )

.

\ T -
‘ 80010 I
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N
their own strengths and va]ues,’and have acquired problem solving skills,
.. , . :
: 1e9dership qualities and interpersonal skills through .their involvement with
Follow Through. The program has also provided employﬁent and educaticaal

opportunities for a minimum of 10-20 parents yearly at each %chool.
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IV.. SUPPORTIVE SERVICES TN FOLLOW THROUGH .

-

’

/ In an attempt to provide detailed’information on supportive servi.es

within the Fgllow Through Program, all agencies anKJkey personnel mere

\

contacted, and where possiblé an individual interview was conducted. In
(\ - .
, addition, a content analysis was made of all availahle documents and re-
“ . b * ~ i .
ports. . .
.

~ \

< ]

The major findings indiéate that at all Follow Through schools

J
arrangements have been.made for medical services; at 116/18 Foi{gz‘Through

schools arrangements have been made for dental and. ps chologicai services,

been made for a para-
- 2
or to provide social

and at f7/18AEollow Through schools.a{rangements have

-

professional Follow Through School Communitf‘Coordina

e gervices to Follow Through families.

\

It was also found that in all cases but one,

A1

he above services ex-

-

F' tend beyond thosé normaliy provided by the school district. Hdwever{ the

-
3

" availability of these services doepg not negesé;;;I;'en5ure gheir continued
use.< It 1is d%fficult«to'get parents of Follow Through chilére{“to make ,
g%?d dse of. the services‘available, and broken appointﬁents tend to be a -

- problem. Better use is made of the services when (a) an ouéfeach com-

-ponent,;§ an integral part of the service (b) the school or agency pro-

. . vides transportation anp escort seryices and (c) agen;y personnel }reat

[y

“‘\jpatienﬁs with respect. Psychologfcal-sefvices tend to be the leaif pro-.

' . vng?»for in that 9 of the:18 schools have no more than one half to one )
° : ’ -

4 v

~

full day of service a week, and at 3 additional schools, gérvices were
. q" ¢ " X .

-'\ . _9_ . % —’. o
‘ 50012



. . ) y )
partially-discontinued by the Contracted agency because of the strike.

Finally the greatest promise for establishing on-éoing énd_cohfortéble
relatienships for Follow Through families seems to be in those services

which provide.persgnalized care and a private practice atmosphere.
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SUMMARY K

In terms of achievement paéed on cross-sectionai analys
. Follow Through popujation berforms better. than the total N

population in kindergarten and first grade, in both Reading

areas, but not for Reading. However, the Rank Street. and Behavio Anaf%

-~

, ]
_$§£ At %ae second and third grade levels this holds true for most of t 3 Math

models show consistently higher performance across all grades. When §p ing,
1973 perfdérmance is compared with Spring, 1972 performance only 'third

results show a lack of improvement. . .-

With respect to Spring‘9,73 achievement as a function of exposure /[
and Head Start or equivalent experience (quasi-longitudinal analvses)

‘ the fiddings dndicate that maximum expdsure to any of the medels with
previous Head Start experience tends to produce higher achievement,.
particularly at the kindergarten and first grade levels. The Bank Street

d and Behavior.Analysis.modeLs again show consistently higher performance
when compared with the Total Follow Through maximgm exposure group. When
percentages of pupils scoring above the 50th percentile agd below the 16th
percentile are taken into accouﬁt, the maximum exposure groups fare better
than the one-year-less than maximum expogure groups, although the general
trend is one of progressively lower performance from kindergarten to third

L]
. grade.

)

Longitudinal achievement data indicate that 1973 scores are generally

lower than 1972 scores. However, results for both the. Bank Street and

Behavior Analysis models are agailn more favarable than for the other

!
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models, especially in terms of an increase in percentages above the 50th
¢ ’

percentile, and conversely a decrease in percentages below the 16th per-
4

centile.

-

Teacher and pupil continuance data show that there is a relétively ‘
. . higﬁ rate of retentioé within the progrém, with 627 of the téacher poQ-'
~™ulation and 65%Z to 70% of the student populétion remainiﬁé over the five
. »
years of the program's existence. / )

A ,

Wich ragard to the parencal ccmponent in Follow Through, although
N~
% 1/18 schools was unable to establish a workable PAC, the program has

provided employment opportunities for a minimum of  1n-20 parents annuallv

.
.

at each of the 18 school sites, as well as drawing 25 parents on an average

to monthly PAC meetings at each site.

. - Information on supportive services indicates that medical services

»

are most uniformly provided for, and psycholegical services least so. How-

ever, in almost all cases medical,‘dental, social and psychological ser-

vices extend well beyond-those normally provided by the School District.

It was also found that- better use is made of the se;vices when the school

.

or agency provides ‘transportation and escort services.
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